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Hughes Space and Communications Company ("HSC"), a unit of Hughes

Aircraft Company ("HAC"), and Hughes Communications Galaxy, Inc. ("HCG")

(collectively, "Hughes") submit this reply in response to the comments filed on the Second

Notice of Inquiry ("Second NaI") in this docket!1 regarding the 1995 World

Radiocommunication Conference ("WRC-95") and future WRCs.

It is vital to the interests of U.S. industry that the available spectrum be used

in the most efficient way possible. The Commission should reject without further

consideration the band segmentation approach urged for the accommodation of non-GSa

links at Ka band by TRW, Motorola/Iridium and Teledesic. This approach would allow a

few non-GSa systems to have a monopoly over hundreds of megahertz of spectrum to the

exclusion of GSa satellite systems. Instead, the Commission should sponsor a study by both

Gsa and non-GSa applicants to define sharing criteria that would make GSa and non-GSa

!I FCC No. 95-36 (Released January 31, 1995). No. of CoPies rec'd c/. A.
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systems compatible with each other to the fullest extent possible and thereby allow shared use

of the Ka band by all competing satellite services.

I. INTRODUCTION

In its March 6 Comments, Hughes expressed concern about the Commission's

current proposal with respect to non-GSa MSS feeder links at Ka band. Although Hughes

acknowledged the need to make sufficient spectrum available for such feeder links, Hughes

expressed reservations about the Commission's proposal to designate 500 MHz of the Ka

band for co-primary use by non-GSa MSS feeder links and to remove the protections

intended by RR 2613 in that portion of the band. Hughes explained that unless RR 2613 was

replaced by some type of sharing criteria that ensured that GSa networks could come into

service in these bands after a non-GSa system commenced service, the coordination of the

first non-GSa system could result in the de facto relegation of GSa FSS systems to

secondary status. As Hughes explained, the failure to adopt adequate sharing criteria at

WRC-95 could (i) lead to an inefficient use of the Ka band since non-GSa MSS operators

would have no incentive to share the band with other systems, and (ii) unduly constrain use

of this band, which is essential for the development of next-generation satellite systems that

cannot be accommodated in the currently-used C and Ku bands.

For these reasons, Hughes urged the Commission to seek to accommodate the

feeder link needs of non-GSa MSS systems in portions of the spectrum where reverse band

working maximizes the spectrum utilization. If the Commission nevertheless decides to make

some portion of the Ka band available for non-GSa MSS feeder links on a co-directional

basis, Hughes urged the Commission to base its proposal for WRC-95 on the fact that

sharing between GSa FSS and non-GSa MSS feeder links is feasible with certain
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constraintsY and seek to develop inter-service sharing criteria that would maximize access to

the band by multiple satellite systems, both GSa and non-GSa. Hughes also urged the

Commission to structure and supervise the development of these type of criteria by an

industry working group.

A number of parties have advanced counterproposals for feeder link use of the

Ka band that go far beyond the Commission's proposal and would entirely preclude access to

large segments of the Ka band by GSa FSS systems. As discussed in more detail below, it

is essential that the Commission definitively determine the extent to which non-GSa and

Gsa systems can share the same band before considering any such proposals.

II. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT PROPOSALS TO MAKE GSO
SYSTEMS SECONDARY AT Ka BAND

af the approximately thirty parties who filed comments in this proceeding,

only a few supported the need to make feeder link spectrum available in the Ka band on a

co-directional basis with GSa FSS systems. GE fully supported Hughes' position that the

Commission should not take any actions at WRC-95 that would prevent equitable sharing of

the Ka band by GSa and non-GSa systems. However, each of TRW, Motorola/Iridium, and

Teledesic, three U.S. applicants for non-GSa use of the Ka band, have gone far beyond the

Commission's proposal and have advocated the adoption of a regulatory scheme that would

make GSa systems secondary in up to 1000 MHz in each direction at Ka band. These

proposals should be rejected because they are fundamentally inconsistent with established

Commission policies that encourage efficient use of the spectrum.

1:./ This conclusion of Task Group 4/5 was reaffirmed in the Report of CPM-95, 5 April
1995.
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In the Second NOI, the Commission proposed two distinct regulatory schemes.

In bands below 17.7 GHz, where co-directional sharing is difficult between non-GSO MSS

feeder links and GSO FSS networks, the Commission proposed to make certain FSS bands

available in the reverse direction for exclusive use by non-GSO MSS feeder links. In

contrast, in bands above 17.7 GHz where the Commission recognized that co-directional

sharing between non-GSO feeder links and GSa networks is feasible with certain constraints,

the Commission proposed a regulatory scheme that puts competing non-GSO networks on an

equal, co-primary status with GSa networks.~1 In the bands above 17.7 GHz, the

Commission also proposed that non-GSa systems would be exempt from the applicability of

RR 2613 and that appropriate coordination procedures could afford successfully coordinated

non-GSO systems with full protection from other users. (Second NOI at 18-23).

In their March 6 Comments, Teledesic, TRW and Motorola/Iridium seek to

tum this proposed structure on its head. Instead of allowing GSO systems co-equal access to

the bands above 17.7 GHz (which each of them seeks for non-GSO feeder links), Teledesic,

TRW and Motorola/Iridium would take the unprecedented step of making GSO systems

secondary in those bands. The following is a summary of these proposals:

Teledesic

Teledesic proposes to modify the current international Ka band allocations to make at
least 1000 MHz of spectrum available in each direction primarily for non-GSO
systems. GSO systems brought into service after November 1995 would be relegated
to secondary status in those bands. (Teledesic Comments at 19).

'J/ The Commission correctly noted that the availability of Ka band spectrum for feeder
links would be affected by the outcome of other rulemaking proceedings. See Second
NOI at 29, n. 12 to Table 2.
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Motorola/Iridium

Motorola/Iridium likewise propose that 500 MHz at each of 19.7--20.2 and 29.0-29.5
GHz be reallocated primarily for use by non-GSa systems and that any GSa systems
brought into service after the adoption of their proposed changes would be relegated
to secondary status in those bands. (Motorola Comments at 12 & Attachment 1;
Iridium Comments at 22 & Appendix 1).

TRW proposes three alternate approaches. First, TRW proposes allocating for
feeder links two bands which TG 4/5 and CPM 95 summarily rejected: 29.5--30.0
and 19.7--20.2 GHz. Second, TRW endorses Motorola's proposal to designate 29.0-­
29.5 and 19.2-19.7 GHz for feeder links. In each of these two cases, TRW proposes
establishing primary allocations for feeder links, and making secondary any GSa FSS
system brought into service after November 1995. TRW's third proposal is to
preserve the current primacy of GSa FSS systems at Ka band in the directions for
which the band is now allocated, and allow reverse band working for non-GSa MSS
feeder links in the 18.8--19.7 GHz band. (TRW proposes pairing this third option
with a suitable band below 17.7 GHz).

The Commission should reject the band segmentation proposals of TRW,

Teledesic and Motorola/Iridium to preclude GSa use of parts of the Ka band. These

proposals to relegate GSa FSS systems to a secondary status are an unnecessary, short-

sighted, and an inequitable way to allocate use of the spectrum.

First and foremost, these proposals are contrary to the policies that the

Commission has developed for over two decades to ensure that U.S. -sponsored satellite

systems would maximize use of the spectrum. Use of the 500 MHz in each direction that is

available now for domestic use at C and Ku band has been maximized through spectrum

management tools such as 2 0 orbital spacing, standardization of frequency plans, and the

adoption of antenna performance criteria. By accepting these system design constraints,

dozens of different GSa FSS systems are able to use the same spectrum to serve the same

geographic areas.
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Now, in the rush to obtain spectrum for their own systems, TRW,

Motorola/Iridium and Teledesic would simply "lop off" 500 to 1000 MHz at Ka band for use

by non-GSO systems that would have absolutely no obligation to share that spectrum with

each other or with any GSO FSS system. Adopting the position of TRW, Motorola/Iridium

or Teledesic would create the anomalous result that a single non-GSO system could obtain

exclusive global use of 200-500 MHz of spectrum (i.e., with no requirement to share with

any other system), while no U.S. authorized GSO FSS system is allowed to do the same.

Indeed, any GSO FSS system applicant in the U.S. is required to demonstrate that its system

can operate in a 2 0 spacing environment.

There is no reason to abandon the principle of shared spectrum use simply to

accommodate the spectrum needs of a few. To the contrary, the same policies that would

impose design limitations to ensure efficient spectrum use by GSO FSS systems at Ka band

should also be developed in a form appropriate for the efficient shared use of that same band

by non-GSO systems. Obviously, it is not possible to impose minimum orbital spacing

requirements on non-GSa systems, but, as Hughes describes below, there is no reason that

comparable spectrum sharing tools cannot be developed to facilitate non-GSO and GSO

sharing and maximize use of the Ka band by multiple systems.

Moreover, the TRW, Teledesic, and Motorola/Iridium proposals should be

rejected because making GSO FSS systems secondary in specific parts of the Ka band would

prejudge the outcome of the Commission's pending 28 GHz rulemaking in CC Docket No.

92-297, and the Hughes Spaceway application which seeks authority to use the very bands in

question. As Commission staff have correctly noted in IWG-4 meetings, the Commission

cannot endorse an allocation scheme that accommodates some of the pending Ka band
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applications and excludes granting of others. Since the Commission has not yet closed the

filing window for Ka band applications, all currently pending applications to use the Ka

band, including Spaceway, Teledesic, Iridium and Odyssey, are entitled to concurrent and

comparative consideration. ~I The Commission therefore needs to maintain the flexibility at

WRC-95 to accommodate each of these applications.

Finally, TRW is simply wrong when it alleges that its proposal to allow non-

GSO MSS feeder links access to the 29.5-30.0 and 19.7-20.2 GHz parts of the Ka band is

"fully consistent with the conclusions advanced in the Task Group 4/5 Report". (TRW

Comments at iii). In recognition of the unique ability of the 29.5--30.0 and 19.7-20.2 GHz

portions of the Ka band, which are not available for terrestrial use, to support ultra-small

earth tenninals that do not require prior coordination, TG 4/5 and CPM-95 quickly rejected

consideration of this band for feeder links. Thus, there is no reason for the Commission to

consider use of this band.

~I See Ashbacker Radio Com. v. FCC, 326 U.S. 327 (1945); see also Reply of Hughes
Communications Galaxy, Inc., FCC File Nos. 15-SAT-LA-95, 16-SAT-AMEND-95,
17-SAT-LA-95, 18-SAT-AMEND-95 (filed January 13, 1995).

Motorola and Iridium allege some special claim to the 19.2-19.7 and 29.0-29.5 GHz
bands because the Iridium system has been designed to use feeder link spectrum
within these particular segments and Motorola has commenced international
coordination. (Motorola Comments at 12, n.8; Iridium Comments at 23, n. 3). This
claim is groundless. Motorola has no authority to use any specific feeder link
frequency. The Commission should reject Motorola's efforts to bootstrap itself into a
band by relying on activities that it has taken at its own risk. See Report of the
LMDS/FSS 28 GHz Negotiated Rulemaking Committee (September 23, 1994),
Addendum of Hughes Space and Communications Company and Hughes
Communications Galaxy, Inc., at 7.
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llI. SHARING IS POSSffiLE BETWEEN GSO FSS AND NON-GSO MSS FEEDER
LINKS

In its March 6 Comments, Hughes described certain sharing studies that it had

sponsored to validate and extend the conclusion of TG 4/5 and CPM-95 that sharing between

GSO FSS systems and non-GSO MSS feeder link systems is feasible with certain constraints.

Currently, a total of nine independent sharing studies have been submitted to IWG-4Y

Most of these analyses confirm Hughes' belief that the feeder links of non-GSO MSS systems

can be shared with GSa FSS systems on a co-primary basis without impractical technical or

operational constraints. Although Motorola has claimed that some of the interference

reduction mechanisms considered in these studies would not be practical for its system,§.1 the

sharing studies attached as Exhibits 2 and 3 (which were presented to IWG 4 on April 11,

1995) confme the assumed interference reduction techniques to capabilities already present in

the basic design of the Iridium feeder link networks.

The Comments of both TRW and Teledesic also support the position that

sharing is possible. TRW reports that preliminary results from studies TRW has conducted

on the prospect of co-frequency sharing between Odyssey and GSO/FSS VSAT systems are

encouraging and that TRW firmly believes that the Odyssey system can use parts of the Ka

1/ See Exhibit 1.

§/ See Document IWG4/60.
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band for feeder links without unduly constraining other FSS uses, (TRW Comments at 16).

In an advance copy of its preliminary sharing study, TRW states:

In this study, the sharing situation between the non-GSO MSS feeder link system and
the GSO FSS system in the 30/20 GHz was examined. The co-direction sharing
between two systems depends on their design but appears feasible.

In the case of the Odyssey system and the Advanced Satcom system, both systems can
share the 30/20 GHz band due to the Odyssey satellite incorporating three
independent steerable Ka-band antennas so the alternate earth station can be used
during the interference period.

This conclusion is in exact agreement with the fmdings of the NASA study of sharing

between the Odyssey system and Spaceway system reported in Document IWG-4/51 (Rev. 1)

(attached as Exhibit 4).

Teledesic attaches interference analyses to its Comments that support the

conclusion that the Teledesic system and the Spaceway system can share spectrum at least in

the subbands proposed for the Teledesic high data rate terminals. (Teledesic Comments at

17-18).

Hughes strongly agrees with Teledesic that it is essential for the Commission

to oversee the conduct of sharing studies that are designed to determine the sharing

possibilities among the proposed Ka band satellite systems. (Teledesic Comments at 15-18).

While the work to date of Task Group 4/5 and IWG-4 have recognized that certain mitigation

techniques can be employed to allow sharing, neither group has focused its efforts on

formulating specific inter-service sharing criteria.

In sum, Hughes urges the Commission to continue to seek ways to maximize

use of the Ka band by both GSO and non-GSO systems. To this end, Hughes proposes that

the Commission sponsor continuing studies to be carried out jointly by both GSO and non-

GSO proponents to definitively determine, before the commencement of WRC-95:
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(1) the practicality of sharing among various satellite systems (GSO and

non-GSa); and

(2) the associated interservice sharing criteria that should be adopted.7!

If Teledesic is correct that non-GSa systems reflect a "fundamental evolution" in satellite-

based communications networks, and increasingly will share the field with GSa systems

(Teledesic Comments at 5-6), it is essential that means be developed to allow these two types

of systems to coexist in the same frequency bands.

IV. CONCLUSION

Hughes acknowledges that non-GSa MSS systems need to have access to

spectrum for feeder links. Nonetheless, in the rush to accommodate these systems needs, the

U.S. should not advocate non-GSa/GSa band segmentation proposals that are inherently

spectrum wasteful as long as better alternatives are possible, nor should it adopt a position

that would preclude equitable access to the Ka band in the future by.a broad range of satellite

systems.

Respectfully submitted,

Hughes Communications Galaxy, Inc.
Hughes Space Co . tions Company

By:

20004-2505

April 14, 1995

7/ Teledesic also is correct that it is essential for the Commission, before WRC-95, to
ascertain and validate the spectrum requirements of all non-GSa Ka band proponents.
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EXHIBIT 1

SHARING STUDIES SUBMITIED TO IAC/IWG-4
ON GSO/FSS VS. NON-GSO/MSSFL AND NON-GSO/FSS-MSS

DOC IWG-4/ DATE SOURCE SUBJECT

40 Rev. 1 02/23/95 Teledesic Teledesic-Iridium

51 Rev. 1 03/24/95 NASA Lewis RC Spaceway-Odyssey

52 02/23/95 Teledesic Teledesic-Iridium

53 02/16/95 Teledesic Teledesic-Spaceway

54 02/16/95 Hughes/CSC Spaceway-Iridium

59 02/23/95 Hughes/Bowen Spaceway-Iridium

63 04/10/95 Teledesic Teledesic-Odyssey

64 04/08/95 Hughes/LeClair Spaceway-Iridium

65 03/14/95 Hughes/Bowen Spaceway-Iridium
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Tile Use of Eartb Station Divenity aDd Automatic Power Control
As laterf.....ee-Mttiption Tedlaiques in the Sharma of Spectrum

Betweea tile GeostatioDary Spaceway Fixed-Satellite System
aDd Feeder LiDks of tbe Iridium LEO Mobile-Satellite System

Su.....ry

This report builds on the results obtained in an earlier report to Hughes Space and Communications
Company entitled "Analysis of the Feasibility of Sharing Co-Directional Use of the Fixed-Satellite
19 GHz Do~ink and 29 GHz Uplink Bands Berween the Geostationary Spaceway Fixed-Satellite
System and Feeder Links of the Iridium LEO Mobile-Satellite System". It examines the feasibility
of using alternate Earth stations of an IRIDIUM Earth-station complex to avoid a potential
interference event between the SPACEWAY geostationary fixed-satellite system and the feeder
links of the IRIDIUM system. It is detennined that if the IRIDIUM feeder-link system uses its
automatic power control (APC) system to combat interference from the SPACEWAY system into
its own system, then complementary use of an alternate Earth station within its Earth-station
complex can avoid the instane:e of hannful interferenc:e in either network. The necessary separations
between the Earth stations in carrying out this procedure are considerably smaller than the planned
separations between the same Earth stations for other reasons.

If the IRIDIUM system were to use APC only at its Earth stations in the uplink path. the Earth­
station diversity technique is still feasible; the required separations between Earth stations are
somewhat larger. but still less than the separations planned for other reasons.

This technique is complementary to the space-station-diversity technique described in the earlier
study mentioned above. The Earth-station-diversity technique is superior at lower latitudes where
low elevation angles to GSO satellites is not a problem: the space-station-diversity technique
complements that technique in that it is most advantageous at higher latitudes.

These results are then generalized to consider the sharing between IRIDIUM and other typical Ka­
band GSa fixed-Slfellite systems, and between satellites similar to SPACEWAY and other non-GSO
mobile-satellite feeder-link systems. It is concluded that the Earth-station diversity technique is
applicable to avoid or reduce interference between wide classes of GSO and non-GSa systems, if
the non-GSO~ is in a low-Earth orbit below 1,000 km, but is less applicable if the non-GSO
satellite is in a hiaher circular orbit in the 10.000 km altitude range.

These findings may be of use in the preparation of rTIl Regulations and Recommendations relating
to the sharing ofbands allocated to the fixed-satellite service, between satellite systems occupying
GSa and non-GSO orbits.
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1.0 IDtroductioD

The work reponed on in this document was done by Robert Bowen Associates Ltd. (Bowen) for
Hughes Space &l Communications (Huahes), a unit of Huahes Aircraft Company. The question
addressed in the work "'POrted here is the possibility ofusiq E.vth station diversity techniques. ie.
the use ofalternate Earth station antennas at slightly different locations, combined as necessary and
appropriate with the use automatic power control systems, to avoid potential interference events
between the geostationary SPACEWAY fixed-satellite system and the feeder links of the IRIDIUM
non-geostationary mobile-satellite system.

The work reported on here is a continuation ofslier work done on the same general subject of the
sharing of spectrum between SPACEWAY and IRIDIUM. reported by Bowen to Hughes on March
8. 1995 in a report entitled" Analysis of the Feasibility of Sharing Co-Directional Use oftile Fixed­
Satellite 19 GHz Downlink and 29 GHz Uplink Bands Between the Geostationary Speceway Fixed­
Satellite System and Feeder Links of the Iridium LEO Mobile-Satellite System", (Reference 1).

The work reponed here was done within the context of the foJlowing general objectives:

to investigate the feasibility of using fixed-sate//ite radio spectrum simultaneously in the
same direction in the Ka-band by SPACEWArgeostationaryfixed-satellite systems and by
feeder links ofIRIDIUM mobile-satellite systems. and

to explore the possible use ofinterference mitigation techniques to enable the two classes
ofsatellite network to share the use ofthe same spectrum bands.

The specific questions addressed in the work reponed on here are:

WhDt is the potential of using Earth station diversity techniques as an interference­
mitipon IMQIU1'e which would permit spectrum in the 30 GHz and 20 GHz frequency
rtlltps,lo be used simultaneously in the same direction by the geostationary SPACEWAr
system and the feeder /inlcs ofthe low-Earth-orbiting IRIDIUM SYSTEM?

and
To what extent is it necessary for the automatic power control (APe) sub-system ofthe
IRIDIUM system to be involved in this interference-mitigation process?

The detailed analysis carried out to answer these questions is described in Annex 0 of this report.
To make this repon a stand-alone document, rather than requiring the reader to refer to and use in

Roben Bowen Associates Ltd.
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detail Reference 1, Annexes A, B, and C of that earlier report are provided here as Annexes A, B.
and C of this report. Annex A is a description of the characteristics of the SPACEWAY and
IRIDIUM systems provided by Hughes. (The analysis reported in Reference 1and in this report is
based entirely on that information.) Annex B is an analysis ofthe uplink and downlink noise budgets
of the SPACEWAY and IRIDIUM feeder-link systems, based on the information in Annex A.
Annex C is an analysis of the worst-case carrier-to-interference (C / I) ratios in the uplink and
downlink ofeach system durin& short periods of time in which the two satellites are in line with the
Earth swion involved in the interference process (in some cases a SPACEWAY Earth station, but
usually an IRIDIUM Earth station.) This worst-case C / I analysis is done for two cases:

1. When the IRIDIUM system uses its APC power reserve only to overcome rain attenuation,
and

2. When the IRIDIUM system uses its APC power reserve also as an interference-mitiption
technique, specifically to increase the transmitted power levels in its Earth stations and/or
its spacecraft to overcome the transient high levels of interference from the SPACEWAY
system.

Annex 0 analyses in detail the possibility of using alternate nearby IRIDIUM Earth stations during
the short periods of time in which the primary Earth station would be involved in an interference
event. The hllis for exanining this possibility is the hiIh disaimination or resolution of the large
IRIDIUM Eanh station amamas, and the fact that an IRIDIUM Earth-station complex includes three
Earth stations with these large antennas, at locations separated in the order of 37 miles.

2.0 ADalysis App...... UMcl To DeteIWDe TIle N....ry Septaratioa Betweea IRIDIUM
Earth StatioDs StIda that laterleresee Betweea the Two Networks Is Not Harmful

The starting point of the analysis in this report is the carrier-to-interference (C / I ) equations in
Annex C. These equIII&ioDs are pnera1ized to be valid for offset angles ofall antennas involved in
the process. The resuldlll pnera1 equations, or re-simplifications of them as required, are used to
determine the DeCeIIIl')' ..... offboresite of the IRIDnJM Earth station or satellite antennas to
achieve enouata ..... betw.. the two networks that the tnulSicnt interference does not prevent
operation oftile DetWorb. Concentration is directed primarily on the necessary off-boresite angles
of the IRJDIUM Eri station antenn8S. because they are the most directive antennas of either
network in tile procell. UsiDa the mown antenna..ctiscrimination chMacteristics of the IRIDIUM
Earth-station antemas, the MC'eSS8ry off-boresite angles e are determined to protect the IRIDIUM
system, and to protect the SPACEWAY system. for each of the following two scenarios:

i) that in which the IIUDRJM system implements its APC system to the full extent necessary
to counteract interference from the SPACEWAY system, and

Robe" Bowen Associates Ltd.
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ii) that in which the IRIDIUM system holds its automatic power control (APe) system in
reserve to be used only to counteract atmospheric and rain attenuation.

The orbital characteristics of the IRIDIli'M and SPACEWAY systems are then used to translate
these required anile separations into required distance separations on the ground between two
IRIDIUM Earth swions used in the mitiption process. These results are applied to sUjiest the
necessary separation ofEarth stations in an IRIDIUM Eanh-swion complex in which there are three
Earth-station anteDDas. to determine how this interference-mitigation process can be used at
IRIDIUM Earth-station complexes to avoid interference events involvina the SPACEWAY system.
The results are then generalized to consider how the process could be used to avoid interference
between IRIDIUM and a number of geoswioDII'Y (GSO) fixed satellite netWorks. all of which may
be occupying different locations in the geostationary orbit.

3.0 AIIaJy.is R...1tt

The analysis described in Section 2.0 above was completed as planned. It is described in Annex D.
The results of that analysis are described in this section of the report. and are then discussed in
following sections and conclusions are reached.

3.1 Req_ind IRIDRJM J:ardl..Stadota Separadoa Mea APe la the IRIDIUM System Is
Used as ... 1....reaee-MidptioD M..ure

As indicated in the introduction. the characteristics of the systems analyzed are described in Annex
A. their noise budaets are discussed in Annex B. and the worst-case interference C / I's at the peaks
of interference bW'Sts latinl a few seconds involving the two systems is described in Annex C. In
Annex 0 the following question is answered:

Ifthe APC sub-sylle", ofthe IRJDIUMfeeder-link system is used to the extent possible to
reduce or eli....e hta""fu/ i1llerftrence i1ll0 tlte IRIDIUM system. what separations of
IRIDIUM&vtII $lotio"" would be required to remove the resit:iuJU harmful interference in
the lRJDlUM".... and to also remove the i1llerference in the SPACEWAr system caused
by tM lIN oft. IRJDIUM system's APC to reduce its own interference?

The first seep in ...-riDa this question was to determine the anaulll separation between the
boresite of the IRIDIUM Earth station antenna and the SPACEWAY GSO satellite such that
interference between the two netWorks is not hannful, ie. such that the C / (N+I) of both uplink and
downlink of both networks is above the levels necessary for successful detection of their desired
silDlls. In carryina out this step it is assumed that the IRIDIUM satellite is in the boresite of the
IRIDIUM Earth-station's antenna.
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The following angle separations are required in this scenario:

• To protect the IRIDIUM system in the uplink =:

•

•

•

To protect the IRIDIUM system in the downlink:

To protect the SPACEWAY system in the uplink:

To protect the SPACEWAY system in the dO\M1link:

0.31°, and

0.32°.

# There is no harIlBW interference in this link when APC is used in the IRIDIUM system .

The largest of~ ...angu1at separations. 8..32 0, would be required if all four links were to not
suffer hamUW "'fiEence. It is noted in Section 0.6.3 ofAnnex D that these ansles are determined
on the assumptionbt the Dt.IDIUM satellite is on an orbital path such that at one iDs1ant during its
flight along that path the IRIDRJM Earth station. the IRIDIUM satellite. and the SPACEWAY
satellite are in a straight line. If there were only two Earth stations involved in the interference
mitigation process there would be other narby J*hs that would require larger separations between
Earth stations. However, when there are three IRIDIUM Eanh stations involved.' in rouPIY a
straight line, the above path directly throuah a line joinins the centtal Earth station and the aso
SPACEWAY is the path that requires the gratest separation between Earth stations. The required
angle to be achieved by that separation is 0.32 0, as explained above.

If the IRIDruM satellite were at the zenith as observed at the IRIDIUM Earth station, the necessary
separation between the Earth stations would be 780 • 0.32 ° • (1t / 180 ) lan. or 4.36 lan. If the
elevation angle of both the satellites is 6 at the time of the potential interference event, then the
length of the path to the IRIDIUM satellite is 780/ Sin (8) km, and so the required distance between
the Earth stations would be 4.36/ SiB (6) km. This assumes the optimum situation ofthe line joinins
the two Earth stations beina perpendicular to the line joining one of the Earth stations and the GSO
satellite. If instead the aso satellite and the two satellites were in a vertical plane. the effective
distance between them would be further reduced by a factor Sin (8), so the distance between them
would have to be

dsEP = 780· 0.32 ° • (1t / 180 ) / Sin~ (6) (1).

The stated miDimum elevation angle of the SPACEWAY system in CONUS is 30°, so the
maximum ntlldnd vaNe of dslP "oaN be 17.44 km or about 9.42 .audeal ailes.

The planned layout ofan IRlDIUM Earth station complex includes a central Earth station and two
peripheral Earth stations about 39 nautical miles away in roughly opposite directions, (see Figure 1,
obtained from Hushes on January 23, 1995) so t.is requirelDeDt of a 9.42 .autical aile
separadoa betweea Earth stadoas couhl ...iIy be met by the IRIDIUM system as curreatly
plaaaed.
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3.2 ..... IIUDIUM £artII.StatiH Seplln6ta Who APe III tIN IRIDIUM System Is
Not UMCI • _ I.terferuee-Miliptioa Measare

In examining this scenario the above procedure was repeated. except that the carrier levels in the
IRIDIUM system are IllUmed to be only gral enouah to achieve a C IN of 10.7 dB. If the reserve
Eam station and satellite power were not utilized by the IRIDIUM system during an interference
event to improve the C / (N+O of its own 5Y*m, the worst-case C / I in the uplink portion of the
system would be - 14.3 dB, equivalent to a neptive maqpn of 25.0 dB. In the downlink. the worst­
case C / I would be - 9.6 dB, equivalent to a neptive marain of20.3 dB.

In contrast, the wont-eMe CII in the uplink oCme SPACEWAY system would be + 14.2 dB. well
above the required miDimum C / (N+O of 6.9 dB, .. the wont-e:ae CII in the downlink of the
SPACEWAYsywem would be + 10.2 dB. Any !altb-station diversity employed by the IRJDIUM
system to improve its own interference budaets would simultaneously improve the CII budpts of
the SPACEWAY system above those + 14.2 dB and + 10.2 dB in the uplink and downlink
respectively.

In the uplink, the anteDDas that affect the interfenmce level in the IRIDIUM space station are the
SPACEWAYEarth _on antennas and the IRIDIUM spICe stDn1 antenna. Given that there would
be thousands of small UlCf's Earth terminals in the SPACEWAY system, it would not be possible
for these terminals to all have alternate anJeIlDIS mmy miles away. Note that the separation distances
would be much larpl'tt. that required for the IRIDnJM Earth stations, because the SPACEWAY
Eanh tenninal antenDaS have beamwidths in the order of 1.1 0 rather than the 0.24° beamwidth of the
IRIDIUM system. Thus use ofaItemaIe SPACEWAYEarth tenninals is roled out as an interference­
mitigation measure.

The alternate appro8dl in die upliDk is to rely 011 die IllfeRDa-discrimination charaaeristig of the
IRIDIUM sp8CIC1'Ift -teDDa, and place ........ IRIDIUM Earth station at the appropriate
location to transmit to the re-directed IRlDIUM spacecraft antenna. In the uplink the IRIDIUM
spacecraft has a So "-u. To a:hieve a 2S dB iJoWtion with such an antenna, to raise the IRJDruM
uplink CII to 10.7 •• 10.. the uplink C / (N+O would be the minimum 7.7 dB. the interference
would have to be 270 ofltbe boresite oftbe IRIDIUM arnenna. This would require, 81 a mjpjmym,
Earth staIioa ....... ill the order of ...... at loatbons where the SPACEWAY .aellite's
elevltion..,. JOO. Sudl~ are not cOl1liden:d praetical. The direct coaclusion from
these ftncIinp is tIuIt EartIt tenIiaal ....... dilerimiDatioa .or spacecraft .tea••
~.."... tq..wlln UMd aIoIIe to ndaee die upllak illterfenaee iIIto
tile IRIDIUM syateIa to workable levels.

In the downlink the siIuIDon is coDiiderably better. The an1leDD8 controlling the mapitude and
dW'ltion of the iaterfaea« in that link is the receivina IRIDIUM Earth station antenna. In the
downlink the worst-case interfexenc:e is -9.6 dB. To raise the worst-case CII ratio to +10.7 dB so that
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